Message

"""""" From: Fitz-James, Schatzi [Fitz-James.Schatzi@epa.gov]
Sent: 2/5/2021 11:28:23 AM
To: Stalcup, Dana [Stalcup.Dana@epa.gov]; Walker, Stuart [Walker.Stuart@epa.gov]; Lowery, Brigid
[Lowery.Brigid @epa.gov]
CC: Libelo, Laurence [Libelo.Laurence@epa.gov]
Subject: RE: Background Material for Hunters Point meeting

I sent it to Yolanda and don’t know ifﬂanyon:ev else did. ... ; et R

From: Stalcup, Dana <Stalcup.Dana@epa.gov>

Sent: Friday, February 05, 2021 6:26 AM

To: Fitz-James, Schatzi <Fitz-James.Schatzi@epa.gov>; Walker Stuart <Walker.Stuart@epa.gov>; Lowery, Brigid
<Lowery.Br|g|d@epa.gov>

Cc: Libelo, Laurence <libelo.Laurence@epa.gov>

Subject:RE BackgroundeMaterialwfor Hunters Point meeting g e e N

Did this get sent to R9 yet? --Dana

From: Fitz-James, Schatzi <Fitz-lames.Sc Emf f‘éwn o>

Sent: Thursday, February 4, 2021 4:53 PM

To: Walker, Stuart <Waiker. Stuart@epa.gov>; Lowery, Brigid <Lowery Brigid@epa.gov>
Cc: Libelo, Laurence <Lilslo. Laursnes@epa, E<m>; Stalcup, Dana <Staloup. Dana®ena gov>
Subject: RE: Background Material for Hunters Point meeting

: From: Walker, Stuart <Walker Stuant@epa.gov>
“Sent: Thursday,FebruaryO4, 2021 4:45 PM e e e
To: Lowery, Brigid <Lowsery Brigid@epa, gov> 5
Cc: Fitz-James, Schatzi <Fitz-lames Schatzi@ena. govw>; Libelo, Laurence <libelg, Lau rence@ena.sov>; Stalcup, Dana
<Sialeup Dena@epa.sov> -
Subject: RE: Background Material for Hunters Point meeting

You may also want to dlstrlbute to R9 prlor to tomorrow s call

Stuart Walker

Superfund Remedial program National Radiation Expert

Science Policy Branch

Assessment and Remediation Division : ;

Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation

W(703)603-8748 oo e e e e
C (202) 262-9986

From: Lowery, Brigid <Lower Brigid®epa.gov>

Sent: Thursday, February 04, 2021 1:32 PM :

To: Hockey, David <Hockey. David@epa.gov>; Gervais, Gregory <Gervais. Gregory@ena.gov>; Cooke, Maryt
<Cooks Marvi@epa.gov>
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<tibelodaurencet@epa.gov>; Staleup, Dana <Stalcup. Bana@epa. gov>
Subject: FW: Background Material for Hunters Point- meetlng '

From: Walker, Stuart <\Walker Stuart@epa.gov>

Sent: Thursday, February 4, 2021 12:25 PM

To: Stalcup, Dana <Stalcun. Dana@epa gov>; Lowery, Brigid <iowery Brigid®ens gov>; Fitz-James, Schatzi <Fitz-
James.Schatzi@spa.gov>; Libelo, Laurence <bibselo Laurence@epa.gov>

Subject: FW: Background Material forHunters Point meeting e S —

| was just talking with Schatzi and she asked me to forward this to you.

Stuart Walker

Superfund Remedial program National Radiation Expert

Science Policy Branch

Assessment and Remediation Division .~
Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovatlon

W.(703) 603-8748 '

C (202) 262-9986

From: Walker, Stuart v

Sent: Wednesday, February 03, 2021 10:18 AM 5

To: Fitz-James, Schatzi <Fitz-lames. Schatzi@enasov>, Libelo Laurence <Liislo. Lavrence@enagow>

Cc: McCarroll, Michael <mgcarrollmichasl@sepa.gov>; Wilson, Karl <Wilson Karl@spa. gov>; Anderson, RobinM
<&ndt rson. RobinM@epa.govs; Kappelman DaV|d <§<t§ o%ra? David@ena.govws

Brigid used in her email to Dana on January 15, | just have added some additional lnformatlon to
update the mformatlon | put together.

As | mentioned in the FFRRO/OSRTI caII' | do think staff should have a more in depth discussion of

field survey/lab analyses technlcal issues and not how often the BPRG is used.
Here are Enrique’s 3 questions and supplemental material is attached and described below.
Response§ to Enrique’s qﬁestions in 12/23/20 email

1) It would be helpful to know of other:Superfund cleainup examples where remediation goals have been set to :
address radlologlcally -contaminated buildings for residential use (whether using BPRG, RRB, or another rFisk oo
model). ' :

2) We do not have a clear sense of how many times the BPRG calculator has been used to provide cleanup values
at NPL sites, and the circumstances in which it has been used {e.g., radionuclides, target risk, RGs, building
use). . We are especially interested in examples where the planned use was residential.

e There are 67 RAD sites on the NPL. At the majority of the sites the buildings are demolished; thereby,

alleviating the need to use the BPRGV or other risk models for bmldlngs for residential use. For example
at the Navajo Nation AUM sites where contaminated tailings had been used in construction of homes,
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3)

field real-time measurements supported demolishing and replacmg the-houses under Emergency-or .
Time-Critical removal actions. '

of a hazardous substance, pollutant, or contaminant that remains entirely contained within a building is
not a "release” under CERCLA unless it subsequently enters the environment It may be a threatened
release and, thus, subject to CERCLA response authority (50 FR 13462, April 4, 1985).”

¢ We queried regions and searching for examples where we have used the BPRG for addressing dust

emails in Outlook; but 'am locked out of Lotus Notes.

o The only regional received responsé was for a CERCLIS pre-screening of dust in residences at
Bridgeton, Missouri by Region 7.

o Region 3 did an evaluation of Navy cleanup levels indoor at a non-NPL Pennsylvania site at the
vvvvvvvvv mrequestv,of local officials using the BPRG (::al(;ulat(;”fii e

o We-donot expect to find many exam:'ples. EPA conducts few risk assessments of building contamination
for purposes of setting cleanup levels. We are not aware of any chemical risk assessment.
model/guidance that uses the RESRAD Build approach for dust ingestion. o

e We are also trying to determine the extent of apartments, homes, offices, etc. that were addressed
using the WTC benchmarks. ‘A query of the regional chemical risk assessors did not find any examples. A
ROD search by a contractor found 18 sites that appeared to have chemically contaminated dust indoors
that were addressed. The Superfund site summary from the first 9 sites on this list indicated that 7 of

risks estimated by the BPRG calculator. The BPRG calculator estimates rlsk by multiplying a contaminant
concentration by four exposure factors. We encourage you to be prepared to explain the basis for the default
values for these four factors, the use of the product of the four factors to-estimate risk, and examples where HQ
has supported site- specn‘|c modifications to the calculator to estimate risk from radiologically contaminated
dust- o e e

e The BPRG has gone throUgh mulfiple peer reviews and is a sound, robust tool.

o The BPRG was released in 2007 and used information from the World Trade Center
response. The WTC document was used as the original source since this effort had
undergone a gold plated scientific panel peer review, and the exposure input ;
parameters would be the same whether it s a chemical or radiological contaminant. It

reflect the latest exposure assumptions.

o The World Trade Center risk assessment protocols went through an extensive panel
peer review.

o The BPRG has had one independent and one non-independent external peer reviews
vvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvv and has an up to.date User Guide. RESRAD Buildlhas never.undergone.an external peer
review, has no User Guide on how to conduct a risk assessment or providing a rationale_
for its approach and DOEi is unable to explain how it addresses gamma radiation risks.
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o -Similar approaches to assessing risks from indoor contaminated dust, including default
input parameters h'ave been adopted in guidance by EPA’s pesticide program, DOD for

e The default parameters in the BPRG can be changed with justification. The default dissipation rate is the
parameter that if altered is likely to have the most significant change to results. EPA built into the model
an assumption that most buildings at contaminated sites will still have soil outside with some level of
contamination that people can track into the building.

to justify a d|SS|pat|on rate of 0.38. In discussions With EPA staff that deveioped the
WTC benchmarks, the default of zero was chosen since BPRG may be used at sites
where continued replenishment of contamination indoors may be oceurring.

o If a site-specific argument can be made that additional replenishment of radiologically
v contaminated dust indoors will be exceeded by the standard cleaning of rooms, a
vvvvvvvvv -justifiable dissipation rate would be the-input parameter-where-it-would-be mostlikely
to justify a change from the default of 0.

o The Navy could come up with a credible argument for changing the defauIt vale of zero-
dissipation rate."We have discussed this with the Navy before in meetings. «

e Based on previous discussion, the Navy is talking about relying on field real time measurements for the
BPRG default {not using a disS|pat|on rate) runs for settled dust not being measurable. Swipe samples of
dust being taken to a lab should be measurable. If there are questions on how to do this, | recommend
engaging EPA HQ radiation survey and lab analysis experts such as David Kappelman of OSRTI/ERT and
John Griggs of ORIA Montgomery lab director

discussion of those assertions if EPA is to dlscuss with them options other than using a non—zero
dissipation rate and using laboratory measurements to confirm BPRG cleanup levels..

Supplemental Material. File name is in jtalics with short description.

BPMO-20-034. Word file with Stuart technical comments on Navy’s December 11, 2020 letter to Region 9. Many
of the Navy’s assertions appear to be incorrect or not relevant to a CERCLA risk assessment.
Navy Hunters Pt 1.11. Word file with Stuart technical comments on Navy’s January 11, 2021 letter to Region 9.
Many of the Navy's assertions appear to be incorrect or not relevant to a CERCLA risk assessment.-
BPRG WTC Pesticide RESRAD BUILD Peer Reviews. Word file explaining the peer review status of EPA’ approaches
using similar hand to mouth dust ingestion scheme in comparison to DOE RESRAD Build. Also explains
verification review status and User Guide documentation of EPA Superfund risk and dose assessment models for
inside buildings (BPRG/BDCC) vs that for RESRAD BUILD. v
Copy of Dust Ingest/on Parameter Comparison. Excei flle with 6 tabs comparing the default ingestion parameters
2020, to S|milar risk assessment approaches from EPA, DOD, and California. The 6 tables are as foIIows
a. Summary. Puts the information from the 5tab|es below, but without some of the expianatory
information in those tables.
b. WTC_BPRG.Compares the World Trade Center (WTC) benchmarks to.BPRB 2007 and 2020 defaults for
residential. Provides source where the defaults differ.
¢. BPRG_HERO. Compares BPRG 2020 residential with California gu1dance for PCB with defaults to protect
~ teachers and students.

d. BPRG_CHPPM. Compares BPRG 2020 worker and:residential W|th DOD guidance for evaluating
. contaminated surface defaults to protect office workers.
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e, ~BPRG_OEHHA. Compares BPRG-2020 residential Wlth California gu1dance for evaluating methlab
~ residues defaults to protect children.
""""""""""""" f. "BPRG_OPP. Compares BPRG 2020 residential with EPA giiidance for evaluating pesticides indoor defaults
to protect children and adults : .

Stuart Walker :

Superfund Remedial program National Radlatlon Expert
Science Policy Branch

Assessment and Remediation Division

Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation
W (703) 603-8748

C (202) 262-9986
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